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Abstract  
The learning, teaching and management are three crucial processes for instructional activities. As the current era moves toward 
student-centered instruction, the focus deeply shift to the students’ learning processes. In that sense, more research studies must 
be performed on understanding how our students think or behave while they study. Therefore, this study aims to understand how 
the participants perceive their studying process. The study participants were the “Computer Education and Instructional 
Technology (CEIT)” students from a university in Turkey (n=91; 40 male and 51 female). The study showed that 62 students are 
Deep Approach oriented learners whereas 29 of the students are Surface Approach oriented learners. It seems that one third of the 
study participants regrettably pay attention to the framework or key points of the subject matters without going deeper in their 
understanding. It seems that one third of the study participants regrettably pay attention to the framework or key points of the 
subject matters without going deeper in their understanding.  
Selection and peer review under responsibility of Prof. Dr. Hafize Keser. 
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1. Introduction 
The students are our future. Therefore, how they learn plays an important role for the prosperity of the entire 
world. In that manner, the quality our students’ studying times is essential for any educational institutions. This 
study reflects on the study process of the students which is significant from two essential perspectives; by providing 
clues for the quality of teaching and by revealing the effectiveness of learning.    
The study stems from Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) which is designed by Biggs, Kember, and  Leung 
(2001) in order to reveal whether the students cover the underlying issues of any subject matter (deep approach 
oriented learners) or the students prefer to recognize the key points of any subject matter without scrutinizing its 
fundamentals (surface approach oriented learners). The ultimate aim of any educational institutions must be turning 
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their learners into deep approach learners who will achieve the higher order thinking in their actions. Therefore this 
study aims to reveal to what extent the sample group is deep approach learners including their ideas on their study 
processes. 
1.1. Literature Review 
Unfortunately, in many cases, the students are forced to join in a competition of getting high marks in their 
schools (Munshi, Al-Rukban & Al-Hoqail, 2012; Moghadam & Cheraghian, 2009; Biggs, Kember, &  Leung, 
2001). As a result of this competition, the students become surface approach learners where they focus on the key 
points of the topics for memorizing and passing the exams. Moghadam and Cheraghian (2009) concluded their 
studies (n=150) that the students’ study process is not in good quality. They emphasize the importance of increase 
students’ study process effectiveness.  
Surface oriented learners have external motivation toward learning whereas deep approach learners have their 
own motives for internal motivation. In that sense, the deep approach learners scrutinize the subject matter for 
comprehending its underlying principles while utilizing their elaborative thinking processes (Munshi, Al-Rukban & 
Al-Hoqail, 2012).  
In their meta-analysis, Crede and Kuncel (2008) examined the construct validity and predictive validity of ten 
study skill constructs for university students. They concluded that how the students study during their learning 
actions is a good prediction of their academic performance. Kember (2009) highlights the importance of having 
knowledge regarding with the students’ study process for an institution. Kember argues that study processes will 
enlighten the quality of teaching and learning for educational institutions. As the institutions will tend to adapt 
learner-centered approaches with their deep approach oriented learners, their quality will improve. Kember points 
out that the teachers’ perception about teaching will affect how they teach in the classroom, which will definitely 
reflect on students’ notion of learning and their learning results. Therefore, it is critical to be aware of what the 
students do during their study process in order to understand the dynamics of teaching and learning in any 
institution.  
Wanous, Procter and Murshid (2009) draw attention to the purpose of assessment in instructional framework. 
Assessment is not labeling process where the students marked as successful or failure. Assessment is a vital tool for 
facilitating students’ learning and providing inner motivation motives. Within quality of assessment organization, 
educational bodies could create learning encouraging instructional frameworks.  On the other hand, regrettably, 
many schools put more emphasize on assessment activities than learning activities which causes rote learning where 
the students memorize the answer of most likely questions. Wanous, Procter and Murshid (2009) offer that students 
should understand the real objectives of assessment so that observed and expected learning outcomes could be as 
much closer as possible.  
In their studies, Nonis and Hudson (2010) revealed that total time spent studying has a direct effect on students’ 
performance. On the other hand, they pay attention to the third factor which moderates the total time; the study 
process. They claimed that student motivation during the study process positively influence the learning outcome. 
Moreover, they added that studying is related both quantitative issue of time for studying and qualitative issue of 
how the students study or what they do during their studies.  
Hultberg, Plos, Hendry, & Kjellgren (2008) complain about the view that the teaching role of the university 
academicians has been appreciated less than their role of conduction scientific researches and writing academic 
papers. On the other hand, how the teaching occurs will definitely affect how the students will learn. Therefore, this 
mutual relationship needs deep scrutiny for scientist. If the teachers are more exam oriented, then the students will 
tend to become surface learners.  
Biggs, Kember and Leung (2001) developed The Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) for helping the teachers and 
students to create awareness toward learners’ study processes. The SPQ initially included 43 items whereas 
diminished to 20 items in subsequent to factor analysis. Biggs, Kember, and Leung (2001) differentiate the students 
as “Deep Approach (DA)” and “Surface Approach, (SA)” in accordance with their tendencies toward studying. 
They explain that “…deep and surface strategies describe the way students engage the task itself…” (p.139). 
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2.  Method  
2.1. Participants 
The study participants were the “Computer Education and Instructional Technology (CEIT)” students from a 
university in Turkey (n=91; 40 male and 51 female). The participants are participating both technology oriented and 
pedagogy based courses together. Therefore, their study processes focus not only computer sciences but also social 
sciences. 
2.2. Instrumentation and Design of the Study 
The study was conducted in a form of a none-experimental survey research design and the participants were 
given twenty sentences for revealing their perceptions toward their own personal studies on a five level Likert scale 
from “never true of me” to “always true of me”. The study instrument was developed by Biggs, Kember, and Leung 
(2001) and shared in their article called as “The revised two-factor Study Process Questionnaire: R-SPQ-2F”.  
The items are translated into Turkish and doubled checked by English and Turkish language experts. During the 
study, the Turkish items were printed for the participants whereas original English items were presented in this 
paper. A limitation of the questionnaire which is in Turkish was the sample size, which was relatively small in 
comparison to the original validation study.  
The participants were also asked to write their gender (male and female) for further analyses. The questionnaire 
was administered to the participants on voluntarily basis. With the twenty items and ninety one participants, the 
Cronbach reliability coefficient was calculated as 0.62 showing the instrument as a reliable tool for that study.  
3.  Findings 
Table 1 shows means scores and standard deviation of twenty survey items including their descriptions. The 
mean scores revealed that the participants mostly situated on “sometimes true of me” which shows that they 
experienced the underlying meaning of each item. 
From Table 1, it seems that the students often test themselves in order to check whether or not they profoundly 
understand the topics that they were studying (M=3.91). Moreover, the students agree that they must study harder 
for interpreting the topics and yielding their personal conclusions from the subjects (M=3.90).  When the subject 
matter is interesting for the students, they often put extra time on gathering more information regarding to that 
subject matter (M=3.79). On the other hand, the students tend to focus on the answers which could be the responses 
of the possible exam questions (M=3.86).  
When the minimum mean scores focused, the students state that even though the course might not be interesting, 
they did not have an attitude of keeping their efforts minimum (M=2.30). Similarly, the students moderately point 
out that their personal objective is not spending less effort toward course while being successful in the course 
(M=2.61).  
The students remarked that they disagree with the idea of studying only outline of the content without digging 
into core of the subjects (M=2.46). Additionally, the students proclaimed that they moderately oppose to 
memorizing the topics without understanding them.  
In subsequent to basic statistics, independent sample t-test was conducted in the data set to see whether or not 
gender makes a different on the items. Table 2 demonstrates that four items significantly differs on gender variable. 
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Table  1. The study process items 
Item No Item description M S.D. 
1.  I find that at times studying gives me a feeling of deep personal satisfaction. 3.59 0.85 
2.  I find that I have to do enough work on a topic so that I can form my own conclusions before I am 
satisfied. 3.90 0.68 
3.  My aim is to pass the course while doing as little work as possible. 2.61 1.18 
4.  I only study seriously what's given out in class or in the course outlines. 3.15 1.02 
5.  I feel that virtually any topic can be highly interesting once I get into it. 3.53 0.86 
6.  I find most new topics interesting and often spend extra time trying to obtain more information about 
them. 3.79 0.72 
7.  I do not find my course very interesting so I keep my work to the minimum. 2.30 1.10 
8.  I learn some things by rote, going over and over them until I know them by heart even if I do not 
understand them. 2.60 1.13 
9.  I find that studying academic topics can at times be as exciting as a good novel or movie. 3.73 0.99 
10.  I test myself on important topics until I understand them completely. 3.91 0.81 
11.  I find I can get by in most assessments by memorizing key sections rather than trying to understand them. 3.46 1.07 
12.  I generally restrict my study to what is specifically set as I think it is unnecessary to do anything extra. 3.00 1.04 
13.  I work hard at my studies because I find the material interesting. 3.38 0.82 
14.  I spend a lot of my free time finding out more about interesting topics which have been discussed in 
different classes. 3.39 1.05 
15.  I find it is not helpful to study topics in depth. It confuses and wastes time, when all you need is a passing 
acquaintance with topics. 2.46 0.99 
16.  I believe that lecturers shouldn't expect students to spend significant amounts of time studying material 
everyone knows won't be examined. 3.58 0.93 
17.  I come to most classes with questions in mind that I want answering. 3.32 0.89 
18.  I make a point of looking at most of the suggested readings that go with the lectures. 3.26 0.87 
19.  I see no point in learning material which is not likely to be in the examination. 3.27 0.94 
20.  I find the best way to pass examinations is to try to remember answers to likely questions. 3.86 0.80 
 
Table2. The Independent Sample t-test on Items 
Item No: Item description Gender N M S.D. t p 
3: My aim is to pass the course while doing as little work as possible. Male 40 3.00 1.24 2.801 0.006 Female 51 2.31 1.04 
7: I do not find my course very interesting so I keep my work to the minimum. Male 40 2.67 1.30 2.776 0.007 Female 51 2.01 0.81 
11: I find I can get by in most assessments by memorising key sections rather 
than trying to understand them. 
Male 40 3.75 1.01 2.337 0.022 
Female 51 3.23 1.08 
15: I find it is not helpful to study topics in depth. It confuses and wastes time, 
when all you need is a passing acquaintance with topics. 
Male 40 2.72 1.08 2.235 0.228 Female 51 2.25 0.86 
 
From Table 2, it reveals that male students tend to spend less efforts than female students for passing the courses 
they attended. Similarly male students pay attention to how interesting the course is to decide how much effort they 
should apply for the course. Male students also note that they prefer to study the summary of the subject matter 
other than going into the deep of the course topics. Although both female and male students moderately state that 
they prefer to memorize the key parts of the subject matter for being successful in the exams, the male students 
revealed more rote learning oriented.  
Deep approach “DA”  is calculated by the addition of items scores from; 1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, 13, 14, 17 and 18. 
Surface approach “SA” is calculated by the addition of items scores; 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 16, 19 and 20.  When the 
scores of each students compared to realize whether that student behave like a DA or SA, it revealed that 62 students 
are DA oriented whereas 29 of the students are SA oriented. 
4. Discussions and Conclusion 
This study gives clues to educational stakeholders for understanding the students who the core elements of the 
any instructional activity. It is essential for any teacher to realize how their students are studying during or after the 
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school hours in order to facilitate them properly. This research showed that the study participants felt a dilemma of 
studying only for exam results or for understanding the topics deeply.  
The students recognized that they must internalize the subject matters for permanent learning. On the other hand, 
the same students recognized the necessity of passing the courses they are attending. This dilemma could reflect on 
teaching part of the entire instructional activities in the classes. For instance; if the students are assessed by the key 
points of the topic which do not achieve higher learning process (such as analysis or synthesis), the students will not 
feel any requirement toward comprehending the details of the topic. In that case, the exams will be superior than 
learning itself (Wanous, Procter, & Murshid, 2009). This problem could be overcome by utilizing innovative and 
eclectic ways of assessments; such as portfolio, collaborative studies or project based activities. In other words, 
other than reward-punishment mechanism in terms of passing or failing in a course, the students should experience 
more learning-valued actions in the instructional contexts.  
Similar to Hultberg, Plos, Hendry and Kjellgren (2008) study, the study shows that there are some students who 
prefer to memorize the topics, sometimes just the answers of the exam questions, other than comprehending them. 
That unpleasant situation will lead to unsuccessful transfer of knowledge when that students need to utilize them in 
higher order thinking or to implement them in a real case. From the results, it could be interpreted that as the courses 
become more appealing to the students, the students will tend to spend more efforts for learning the topics. 
Therefore, the instructors must create more interesting learning environments for the student in order to provide in-
depth learning (Kember, 2009).  
On the contrary to Biggs, Kember, and Leung (2001) statements regarding that most university students are 
surface oriented learners, this study revealed that 68% of the participants are deep oriented. Although this result is 
encouraging, there is still a 32% of the students who prefer to touch the subject matters without feeling the deepness 
of the topics. By changing the teaching strategies, the stakeholders ought to alter the orientation of the learners from 
surface to deep. Institutions must always remember that their initial duty is to support higher order thinking of their 
students which require deep approach toward learning.  
The study shows that there are differences in terms of gender variable where male students tend to surface 
learning. This could be another signal for educational stakeholders for paying special interest to those male students 
for facilitating their learning journeys toward being deep oriented learners.  
Lastly, this study has its limitations since it only covers one single case from Turkey and from a specific 
department. Therefore, different teachers or researchers must collect similar data for understanding their students. 
Moreover, they should make observation or conduct interviews with their students in order to realize the underlying 
deep versus surface orientations. 
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